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Unfair discrimination against the handicapped is an issue which 
we may expect to receive increased attention in our society. The 
Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973 requires organizations receiving 
more than $2,500 annually in federal contracts to take affirmative action 
with regard to employment and advancement of the handicapped. Some congress- 
men are currently striving for a law which would outlaw all job bias 
(including that by non-federal contract firms) against the handicapped 
("Labor's Hopes," 1979*} Recent newspaper articles have exposed 
allegedly unfair pay practices and poor working conditions of the 
employed handicapped, in many instances, the handicapped are paid far 
less than non-handicapped workers who do exactly the same work ("Some 
Workshops Pay Handicapped, "1979)* Such attention may be expected to 
increase pressure to further reduce unfair discrimination against the 
nation's estijnated 20 miUton handicapped people (Pati, 1978}* 

However, very little Is known about handicapped discrimination 
and the processes by whicn it occurs* Krefting and Brief (1976} had 
senior level management students rate disabled (paraplegic) versus 
non-disabled candidates for a typist's position. All materials 

indicated the applicant was qualified for the position. Even though 
the overall ratings for the disabled and non-disabled applicants were the 
same, the disabled applicant was rated as being less healthy, having 
less potential for promotion, but having higher work motivation and 
more likely to be a long term employee* Rose and Brief {l979}^found 
that handicapped applicants were in general evaluated no differently 
than "normaP'appI icants; however, epileptic applicants were expected 
to establish better relationships with clients and customers as well 
as with other employees than were normal applicants. 

The purpose of this study was to further investigate handicapped 
discrimination in employment situations* The particular handicap 
chosen was intended to be non-job related (epilepsy, controlled by 
medication)* Based on the abundant literature of unfair sex discrimina- 
tion, and in particular how sex of the applicant may interact with 
other characteristics such as attractiveness (Berschied and Walster, 
}37k) and type of job applied for (e*g*, male dominated or female 
dominated job— see Cash, Gillen, S Burns, 1977), we expected handicap 
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effects to interact v.'ilh sex of the applicant and type of job. Conse** 
quently 72 mature {mean age«28.3 years} students fn personnel and 
behavioral science classes with considerable work experience (mean=l0.2 
years) evaluated epileptic or non-epileptlc, male or female applicants 
for an autosales or receptionist position In a factorial design* To provide 
insight into resulting psychological processes subjects rated each applicant 
on 24 semantic differential scales (e,g*, not persistent — persistent), and 
attributed anticipated success or failure of the candidate, if hired, to 
ability, effort, luck, and/or task difficulty. 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Thirty^-five male and 37 female upper division students in personnel 
and behaviorial science courses at a large southeastern public university 
participated in the study* Subjects were relatively mature and nad consld* 
erable work experience. Biodata questions revealed (means, standard devia- 
tions in parentheses) age (28*3, 7.4), years worked (10-2, 6*2)* In addl*- 
tion, 43 had been a supervisor or manager for more than one year, and 36 
had more than one year's experience in interviewing or hiring others 
for employment. 

Re sume Materials , InstriBnenv:^ a nd Procedure 

Resume folders were distributed randomly to subjects- Unknown to 
subjects, there were eight different folders: an (a) epileptic or "normal" 
(b) John or Jaiiet Thompson, applies for an (c) auto ^ales worker or receptionist 
position- These two jobs were chosen because previous research has shown 
them to be appropriate for high school graduates and to be perceived approx*- 
imately equal in prestige, skill and supervisory independence, but to vary 
on mascuUnity/femininfty* In our jot* descriptions, the incumbent of each 
position has contact with crstomers. Each subject rated only one folder; 9 
subjects received each experimental condition. 

Folder contents V/ere constructed to be as realistic as possible. 
Each contained a job description with job specifications, applicant resume 
(recent high school graduate, grade point average was 2.50 out of 4.00, with 
one year's job related experience), a physician's medical examination report 
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(normal condition: general health-"excellent,*' other-**none**; epileptic 
condftion: general heal th-**excel lent/* other^**H'story of epilepsy since 
childhood; seizures controlled by medication-**), interview summary {epilep* 
tic: '*Previous job performance was not affected by appi;cant*s medical 
history") and a reference summary based on a conversation with the applicant*s 
supervisor at his/her previous job (*'MedicaI history does not affect job 
performance'*)* Statements concerning experimental manipulations were embedded 
In other resume materials so as not to sensitize the subjects to the experf* 
ment*s purpose; *'appl Icants** were intended to be perceived as being only 
moderately qualified for the jobs to insure there being meaningful variance 
in the dependent variables* Instructions to subjects stated that this 
exercise was **intended to make you more familiar with the types of decisions 
a Personnel Manager makes when evaiuating a job candidate for employment,** 
listed the contents of the folder, and asked to **assume that you are the 
Personnel Manager- However, do not assume you are some other person* You 
are the Personnel Manager* Be yourself and make your own decisions to the 
items asked, drawing from your own practical and academic experience-** Re*^ 

sponses were made annonymously* 

Subjects rated the applicants on 23 five-point scales (e*g* , "How would 
you rate the applicant*s job-related experience and training,'* from very 
unfavorable to very favorable; **How well do you think this person would get 
along with customers,** from very well to very poorly), two 4-point scales 
(*'How would you rate the applicant's health,'* from very poor health to 
extremely good health; '*What hiring decision would you make concerning the 
applicant,'* — would hire, probably would hire, probably would not hire, would 
not hire), and one 9-point scale (**How much above or below the going market 
rate for this job should this person*s salary be if hired,** from 1*0 percent 
below to ko percent above market rate In 10 percent increments)- Half of the 
i terr^^ had reversed scales to minimize subject response tendencies* 

In addition, there were two attribution questions — one asked the respon- 
dents to assume that the applicant was hired and succeeded on the job, the 
other asked subjects to assume that the applicant was hired and failed on the 
job* Subjects were then asked to rate what they considered the causes of the 
successful or falling performance to be by assigning a percentage figure 
beside each of the possible four causes; ability, effort, task difficulty, and 
luck- Percentages for each question had to sum to 100- Finally, subjects 
were asked to describe the job applicant on 2^ seven^point adjective semantic 
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differential seal es (e*g* , dependent, independent; Irresponsible, responsible) 
by "indicat (ing) your first impression** while working at '*a fairly high rate of 
speed*** Decision variable and attribute questtons are listed in Table K 

Each response variable was subjected to a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial analysis 
of variance* 



RESULTS 



Cell means for each of the decision variables are listed in Table 1. 



Main Effects 

Heat th * Normal applicants were rated as having better health (x=3*56} 
than epileptic candidates (x==3.03), f(J ,6i»)=20 J , p^.OOl, while handicapped 
applicants were judged to have more favorable job-related experience and 
training (i».39 vs* ^-11), f(l ,6i»)=3*9, p<*05* If the appl leant were hired and 
failed on the job, this was attributed to be more due to effort (^5^ vs* 35%) 
f(l,6i»}=i»*2, p< *05, and less due to task difficulty (15^ vs* 26^), f(J,6%*9*9, 
p<-01 for the epileptic than for the normal candidate* 

Sex* Male applicants were judged to be more competitive (^*56 vs* ^*11)» 
F(l,6%i»*3, p<*05, and desiring more responslbl H ty (k.ZS vs- ^*11), F{l,6%8-6, 
p^*01, than were female applicants* 

Job * Different characteristics were attributed to the applicants based 
upon the type of job applied for- Expectations of the applicant's job perfor- 
mance, if hired, were more favorable for the receptionist than for the autosales 
job (3.9't vs* 3*72), F(l,6i»)M*9, p<*05* Attributions for the causes of 
failure on the job were more due to luck for the autosales position than for the 
receptionist (22^ vs. 11^}, r(l ,6i»}=8*6, p<*Ol* In addition, the person 
applying for the autosales position was perceived as being more ambitious 
(kJS vs* i»-00), F(l,6i»}-6*8, p<*01, more responsible (5*^^ vs* 5*17), F(l,6i»> 
i»*3, P ^*05, more cooperative (5*78 vs* 5*22), f(l,6^)=5-0, p^*05, more deter- 
mined (5*11 vs* ^*56), f(l,6^3.7, P <*05, more persistent (kJB vs* k.OB), 
f(l,6'0=7.5, p<*01, more self-confident (5*19 vs* i»*58), f (l ,6i»)=5* 1 , p<.05, 
and more reliable (5*9^ vs* 5*06), f (1 ,6i») = 10* 1 , p<*01 than the person 
applying for the receptionist job* 



Interactions 




All Interactions and mean differences discussed below are significant 

e 
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at the *05 level or better. 

He alth and $ex . Normal males if hired were expected to exert more 
effort on the job than normal females (3*00 vs, 2*50)* Normal males were 
expected to perform better than epileptic males (k.OO vs* 3*67). The over- 
all rating of the epileptic was higher than the' n*>rmal female (3*72 vs* 3*21)* 
The probability of being hired was higher for the epileptic femsle (3*33) 
and the normal male (3*28) than for the normal female (2*89). The epileptic 
male was rated as being less independent (i».ll) than either the normal male 
(5*06) or the epileptic female (5*06)* The normal male is viewed as being 
more creative (^*89) than the epileptic male (3*9i»)* The normal male (k.BS) 
and the epileptic female (^<.6l) are more ambitious than the normal female 
(3*83), The normal male is seen as desiring more responsibility (5*11) than 
the normal female (3*61)* The normal male (5*2^*) and epileptic female (5*33) 
are viewed as being more poised than the epileptic mate (4*83) and normal 
female (^1*72)* Lastly, the normal male (4*72) and epileptic female (k.(>7) 
are rated rnore persistent than the normal female (i»*00)* 

Health and Job . Epileptic applicants for the receptionist job were 
judged to have a greater knowledge of the occupational area than were 
normal applicants for this job {i»*39 vs* 3*61)* Epileptic sales applicants 
(6*00) were judged more sensitive than normal sales applicants (5*06)* Epl" 
leptic sales applicants were rated higher on responsibility (5*83), success 
(5*39)f and self-conf idence(5.61) than were epileptic receptionist appli- 
cants (^*89, k*22)* In addition, the epileptic sales applicant was 
judged more determined (5*56) than the applicants in the other three condi- 
tions {^*67,^^67, ^*^^)f and the epileptic receptionist applicant was rated 
less competent (k.7B) than the other three conditions (5*28, 5^^^, 5*56), 

Sex and Job , The job related experience and training of the female 
sales applicant (^*56) was perceived as being higher than the female recep- 
tionist applicant (3*9^)+ If the candidate were hired^ the cause of success 
was attributed less to task difficulty for the females sales applicant (12?) 
than for the other three conditions (20?, 16^, 18%); the cause of failure 
was attributed less to effort for the male sales applicant (31%) than for the 
other tnree conditions k(>%^ . 

Health and Sex and^ Job* There was one significant triple interaction. 
The chances that the male epileptic sales applicant. If hired, ** would become 
;eriotJGly disabled and be unable to work for extended periods of time" were 
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higher (2.33) than for either the fcmcle epileptic sales applicant (1*67) 
or the normal male sales applicant (K67)* 

CONCLUSIONS 

A number of the results are particularly interesting. Although neither 
probability of being hired nor entry salary is significantly affected by 
health, there appears to be a reverse bias whereby the handicapped applicant 
was rated higher in both Job related experience and training and in know^ 
ledge of occupational area* Sex stereotyping is apparent to a minimal extent 
in that male applicants are judged to be more competitive and desiring more 
responsibility than female applicants. And there is constderable Job stereo* 
typing — sales applicants are seen to be more ambitious, responsible^ deter- 
mined, '>erststent, selfxonf ident, and reliable than receptionist applicants^ 

The epileptic female applicant (for cither job) has a higher proba- 
bility of being hired than the normal female appHcant. Examination of the 
semantic differential scales reveals possible reasons for this*compared to the 
normal female, the epileptic female is perceived as being more potsed, more 
persistent, and more ambitious^ 

The epileptic sales applicants (either male or female) are seen as 
being more sensitive, more determined, more successful, and more self-confi- 
dent thian other applicants, although thiese attributes do not affect thieir 
chances of being hired nor their starting salaries* 

Previous research based on attribution theory indicates that if a 
person performs in a manner consistent with prior expectations, such as a 
man succeeding in an in-role masculine occupation, the outcome is attributed 
more to the fixed factors of ability and task difficulty and less to the 
variable factors of effort and luck (Kelley, 1967)* Conversely, when a 
person's performance is above or below expected performance, such as a woman 
succeeding fn an out-of*role masculine occupation, the outcome is attributed 
more to the variable factors of effort and luck and less to the fixed factors 
of ability and task difficulty (Jones Davis, 1965)* These predictions held 
true here only when the female succeeded in the masculine autosales Job (task 
difficulty mean attribution=l2? vs* 20^ when the male succeeded in the mascu*- 
line occupation)* When the male failed the masculine occupation the mean 
failure attribution due to effort was 3U versus for the female who failed 
in the sales Job, k6% for the male who failed in the receptionist job, and 
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k}% for the female who failed in the receptionist job* 

Applying attribution reasoning to our health main effect attribution 
findings, It appears that falJure of the epileptic person would be inconsis- 
tent with prior expectations (failure attribution to effort=35^ for normals, 
kS% for epileptics; failure attribution to t^sk dlff iculty=25^ for normals, 
15^ for epileptic^ Thus epileptics may be less expected to fall, at least 
on the autosales and receptionist jobs, than non^handicapped job applicants* 
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Table I 



Item Means by Health and Sex of Job Applicant Ai 









Non-Epil 


ept ic 








Male 




Female 








Sales 


Recep 


Sa les 


Recep 


1 , 


Work Record 


It. 00 


It. 00 


3.89 


3.56 


1, 


Interest 


3.56 


It. 00 


3.89 


3.22 


3. 


initiative 


3.67 


3.56 


3.22 


3. It It 


It. 


Experience 


It. 22 


k,ll 


It. It It 


3.56 


5. 


Tenure 


3.56 


3.00 


3.11 


2.89 


6. 


Motivation 


3.78 


3. It It 


3.33 


3.56 


7. 


Knowledge 
Health' 


It. 11 


It. 11 


It. 22 


3.11 


8. 


3.67 


3. It It 


3. It It 


3.67 


9. 


Ability 


3.33 


3.56 


3.22 


3.33 


10. 


Absenteeism 


2.89 


3.78 


3.00 


3.22 


IK 


Tardiness 


3.56 ■ 


3.89 


3.78 


3.33 


12. 


Peer Relations 


It. 22 


It. 56 


It. 22 


It. 11 


13. 


Customer Relations 


It. 00 


It. It It 


It. 11 


It. 00 


lit. 


Potential 


3.11 


2.89 


3.00 


3.00 


15. 


Enjoy Being With 


2.67 


3.67 


3.22 


3.11 


16. 


Disability Potential 


1.67 


2.00 


2.00 


1 .78 


17. 


Effort 


3.11 


2.89 


2. It It 


2.56 


18. 


Salary^ 


5.33 


5.78 


5.67 


5.itit 


19. 


dual If tcations 


3.00 


3.11 


3.00 


3.00 


20. 


Performance 


3.78 


It. 22 


3.67 


3.89 


21. 


Overal 1 Rating 


3. It It 


3.67 


3.11 


3.33 



Type of Position Sought 



Epi lept IC 



Male Female 



Sales 


Recep 


Sales 


Recep 


3.78 


It.lt 


it.n 


It. 00 


It. 00 


3.89 


It. 00 


It. 00 


3.33 


3. It It 


3.56 


3.67 


It. 11 


It. It It 


It. 67 


't.33 


3.22 


3.22 


3.67 


3.22 


3.22 


3. It It 


3.89 


3.56 


It. 22 


It. It It 


It. 22 


't.33 


2.78 


2.89 


3.22 


3.22 


3.33 


3.56 


3.89 


3.56 


3.00 


3.00 


3. It It 


2.89 


3.33 


3.67 


3.56 


3.78 


It. 11 


It. 00 


It. 33 


It. 22 


3.89 


It. 00 


It. 33 


ii.ll 


3.00 




3. It It 


3. 11 


3. It It 


3.22 


3.56 


3.67 


2.33 


1.89 


1.67 


2.00 


2.78 


2. It It 


3.33 


2. It It 


5. It It 


5.89 


5.56 


5. It It 


3.11 


2.09 


3.00 


3.11 


3.67 


3.67 


3.78 


It. 00 


3.56 


3.33 


3.67 


3.78 
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Table I (cont'd) 



Mai 

Sales 



22. Hiring Decision 3.1 1 

23. Confidence )n 

Ratings 

3 

2k, Success Due to 

A. Ability kO.OO 
Effort 28.89 
Task 

Difficulty 17.56 

D. Luck 13.56 
3 

25. Failure Oue to 

A. Ability 25.00 

B. Effort 26.67 

C. Task 

Difficulty 21 .1 1 

D. Luck 27.22 



Non-Ep I lept ic 

Female 

Kecep Sales Kecep 

3M ,3.00 2.78 

3.'tit it. II 3.56 

38.89 it2.78 k\J\ 

30.56 29.22 30.00 

18.89 1^.78 17.22 

11.67 13.22 11.67 

2kM 21. II 21.67 

38.33 ho.oo 36.67 

20.56 26.67 30.00 

16.67 12.22 11.67 



Four-point scale 
Nine-point scale 
Percentages 



Note: All items are 5'-poInt scale unless otherwise indicated. 
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EpI leptlc 



Hale Female 

Sa I es Kecep Sa I es Kecep 

3.22 3.11 3.^^ 3.22 

it. 00 it. 11 it. 00 it.il 

3it.itit it2.22 32.78 itl.ll 

28.89 33.89 itit.itit 33.33 

23.33 13.89 8.89 18.89 

13.89 12.22 13.89 6.67 

20.56 25.00 21.11 25.56 

35.00 53.33 ^7.78 itit.itit 

U.itit 15.00 10.56 I9.itit 

30.00 6.67 19.^^ 10.56 
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